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We have examined the procurement policies and procgdu res o i 
Piedmont Technic al College for the period July 1, 19 9 J - Decembe1. 
31, 1993. As part of our examination, we studied and evaluated 
the system of internal control over procurement transactions t o 
the extent we considered necessary. 
The evaluation was to establish a basis for reliance upon 
the system of internal control to assure adherence to the 
Consolidated Procurement Code and State and College procurement 
policy. Additionally, the evaluation was used in determining the 
nature, timing and extent of other auditing procedures necessary 
for developing an opinion on the adequacy, efficiency and 
effectiveness of the procurement system. 
The administration of Piedmont Technical College is 
responsible for establishing and maintaining a system of internal 
control over procurement transactions. In fulfilling thi s 
responsibility, estimates and judgments by management are 
required to assess the expected benefits and related costs of 
control procedures. The objectives of a system are to provide 
management with reasonable, but not absolute, assurance of the 
integrity of the procurement process, that affected assets are 
safeguarded against loss from unauthorized use or disposition and 
that transactions are executed in accordance with management ' s 
authorization and are recorded properly . 
Because of inherent limitations in any system of interna l 
control, error s or irregularities may occur and not be detected . 
Also, projection of any evaluation o f the system to future 
periods is subject to the risk that procedures may become 
inadequate because of changes in conditions or that the degree of 
compliance with the proc edures may deteriorate. 
Our study and evaluation of the system of internal control 
over procurement transactions, as well as our overall examination 
of procurement policies and procedures, were conducted wi t h 
professional care. However, because of the nature of audit 
testing, they would not necessarily d i sclose all weaknesses i n 
the system. 
The examination did, however, disclos e condi tions enumerated 
in this report which we believe need correction or improvement. 
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Corrective action based on the recommendations described in 
these findings will in all material respects place Piedmont 
Technical College in compliance with the South 
Consolidated Procurement Code and ensuing regulations. 
\v~J\J\~ C S ~J. ) 
Larry G. Sorrell~ Manager 
Audit and Certification 
3 
Carolina 
INTRODUCTION 
The Office of Audit and Certification conducted an 
examination of the internal procurement operating policies and 
procedures and related manual of Piedmont Technical College (the 
College). 
Our on-site review was conducted January 11, 1994 through 
February 2, 1994, and was made under the authority as described 
in Section 11-35-1230(1) of the South Carolina Consolidated 
Procurement Code and Regulations 19-445.2020. 
The examination was directed principally to determine 
whether, in all material respects, the procurement system's 
internal controls were adequate and the procurement procedures, 
as outlined in the Internal Procurement Operating Procedures 
Manual, were in compliance with the South Carolina Consolidated 
Procurement Code and its ensuing regulations. 
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BACKGROUND 
Section 11-35-1210 of the South Carolina Consolidated 
Procurement Code states: 
The (Budget and Control) Board may assign differential 
dollar limits below which individual governmental bodies 
may make direct procurements not under term contracts. 
The Division of General Services shall review the 
respective governmental body's internal procurement 
operation, shall verify in writing that it is consistent 
with the provisions of this code and the ensuing 
regulations, and recommend to the Board those dollar 
limits for the respective governmental body's 
procurement not under term contract. 
Most recently, on April 14, 1992, the Budget and Control 
Board granted Piedmont Technical College the following 
certification: 
Category 
Goods and Services 
(Local Funds Only) 
Information Technology in 
accordance with the approved 
Information Technology Plan 
(Local Funds Only) 
Consultants · 
(Local Funds Only) 
Limit 
$10,000 per commitment 
$10,000 per commitment 
$10,000 per commitment 
Our audit was performed primarily to determine if 
recertification for expenditures of local funds is warranted. 
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SCOPE 
We conducted our examination in accordanc e with Generally 
Accepted Auditing Standards as they apply to compliance audits. 
Our examination encompassed a detailed analysis of the internal 
procurement operating procedures ' manual to the extent we deemed 
necessary to formulate an opinion on the adequacy of the system 
to properly handle procurement transactions. That examination 
was limited to procurements made with local funds, which include 
federal funds, local appropriations, contributions and student 
collections, which is the procurement activity managed by the 
College. As in all South Carolina technical colleges, state 
funded procurements are managed by the State Board of Technical 
and Comprehensive Education. 
Specifically, th~ examination included, but was no t limited t o 
review of the following: 
1) All sole source and emergency procurements and trade-in sales 
for July 1, 1991 to December 31, 1993 
2) Purchase transactions for July 1, 1992 to December 31, 1993 
a) Sixty payments each exceeding $500, including ten sealed 
bids 
b) Block sample of four hundred sequential purchase orders 
c) Sixteen additional sealed bid files for July 1, 1992 to 
June 30, 1993 
3) Surplus property disposal procedures 
4) Minority Business Enterprise Plan and quarterly reports for 
July 1, 1991 through December 31, 1993 
5) Ratification file 
6) Internal procurement procedures manual 
7) Information Technology Plans and approvals covering the audi t 
period 
B) Blanket purchase agreement files 
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SUMMARY OF AUDIT EXCEPTIONS 
Our audit of the procurement system of Piedmont Technical 
College, hereinafter referred to as the College, produced 
findings and recommendations in the following areas: 
I. Compliance-Procurements 
A. Sealed Bid Procedures 
"Faxed" bids were accepted in eleven 
procurements. Late bids were opened and 
accepted. Date stamps were manipulated 
to indicate prior receipt of bids. As 
a result, the College has violated the 
integrity of the basic principles of 
competitive sealed bidding. 
B. Unauthorized Procurements 
The College had nine unauthorized contracts 
for instructional services. Additionally, 
the College·believed three contracts were 
exempt from the Code in error. 
c. Unauthorized Printing Contract 
The College exceeded its procurement 
authority in a contract for printing 
services. 
7 
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II. 
D. Blanket Purchase Agreements 
Items were not being picked up by 
authorized persons. 
E. Insufficient Competition 
One procurement was improperly competed. 
Sole Source and Emergency Procurements 
A. Unauthorized Procurements 
Eight sole source determinations were 
signed after services had begun. 
B. Sole Source Consultants 
Two consultants procured as sole sources 
should have be_en competed. 
C. Sole Source Amendments 
In its reports to the Division of General 
Services, the College overstated its sole 
source procurements by 25%. 
III. Compliance-Construction and Related Services 
The College contracted with an engineering 
firm for a soil analysis without the State 
Engineer's approval. 
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IV. Compliance-General 
A. Overpayments 
Three payments included improper charges 
which resulted in overpayments of $1,270. 
B. Internal Procurement Procedures Manual 
The College's manual needs to be updated to 
reflect changes in the Code. 
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RESULTS OF EXAMINATION 
I. Compliance - Procurements 
A. Sealed Bid Procedures 
We reviewed all twenty-six sealed bids processed by the 
College during the period July 1, 1992 - June 30, 1993 and are 
very concerned about the bidding practices and procedures. In 
some instances, the procurement officer requested faxed bids, 
which are unacceptable. Then, she asked the same vendors to 
follow the faxed responses with originals. In eleven cases, 
original bids were not received until after the close of the bid 
periods, but the bids were opened anyway. The procurement 
officer said she would date stamp late bids with the date of the 
bid opening if a faxed copy had been received prior ,to the 
opening. While this practice is absolutely unacceptable, three 
bid numbers listed on the next page do not even fall into that 
category. In those three cases, late bids were opened and 
tabulated. Even though they were marked late, there was no 
reason to open them at all. In all of these cases, the received 
dates stamped on these bids preceded the dates of the postmarks 
on the envelopes. 
The College accepted II faxed II bids for the following 
solicitations: 
Bid Number 
1) PTC000253 
2) PTC000259 
3) PTC000260 
4) PTC000261 
5) PTC000262 
6) PTC000270 
7) PTC000272 
8) PTC000276 
Description 
Graduation Attire 
Electrodes 
Brake Lathe 
Laser Disk Player 
386SX Workstations 
Disk Drive 
Materials for Handicapped Restroom 
Departmental Programs 
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9) PTC000277 
10) PTC000290 
11) PTC000291 
Mannequins 
Check Signer 
Graduation Invitations 
Bids received after the official public opening were 
accepted in the following procurements: 
Bid Number 
1) PTC000259 
2) PTC000260 
3) PTC000261 
4) PTC000262 
5) PTC000270 
6) PTC000271 
7) PTC000272 
8) PTC000273 
9) PTC000276 
10) PTC000284 
11) PTC000290 
Description 
Electrodes 
Brake Lathe 
Laser Disk Player 
386SX Workstations 
Disk Drive 
Install PVC Pipe 
Materials for Handicapped Restroom 
Sewer Line Connection 
Departmental Programs 
Tables and Chairs 
Check Signer 
As a result, the College has violated the integrity of the 
basic principles of competitive sealed bidding. Manipulation of 
the dates stamped on bids makes it impossible to verify that bids 
were received by the required dates. The procurement officer has 
practiced bidding procedures that could invite accusations of 
collusion, bid-rigging or fraud. If pressed into a protest 
hearing, the College's bidding practices would be indefensible. 
Based on these findings as well as previous audit reports in 
which we questioned the Colleges bidding procedures, we recommend 
that the College not be certified to process sealed bids in the 
future. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
We concur with the findings regarding the use of faxed bids 
conjunction with receipt of responses to sealed bids. 
understand the unacceptabili ty of this procedure, but feel 
must again relay to you the fact that the possibility 
receiving no responses would have meant a resubmittal of 
11 
in 
We 
we 
of 
the 
entire solicitation which again could have resulted in none of 
the bids being returned. As mentioned before the college has ha d 
difficulty getting responses to solicitations and every attempt 
was made to ensure that responses would be received prior t o the 
bid opening date. In no way was the college trying to invite 
collusion, bid-rigging or fraud. 
In fact, the procurement officer was trying to avoid delays for 
the requisitioners and meet the needs for materials and equipment 
items to be on hand when required for classes that had been 
scheduled, for the computer labs to adhere to schedules and have 
minimum downtime, to provide repair items as requested by 
maintenance to keep the college facilities operating, to meet the 
requirements for scheduled college functions that were of utmos t 
importance to the college students, student services and the 
president, and to present the college as a respectable and 
impressive part of the community and surrounding service area. 
In every case bids were awarded in the most rational, hone s t , 
reasonable and responsive manner that met tho s e needs. 
The procurement officer attempted to delegate the performance of 
quarterly audits to her assistant, but this failed to be of muc h 
value. In fact, it caused some of the problems relating to the 
date stamping of bids, bid file contents, opening of late bids 
that should have been thrown out. Misunderstood instructions and 
communications as to the c orrect contents of a bid file led t o 
total disarray of those files and subsequently resulted i n 
citings in the audit. Mrs. Kelley should have had the time t o go 
back and review each individual file herself, but d i d not du e t o 
the demands on her time from the requisitioners and circumstances 
beyond her control. 
The college and the procurement officer recognize the importance 
of adhering to the Consolidated Procurement Code and ha s 
attempted to educate the college population through in-service 
training sessions and will continue to conduc t these sessio ns 
with all new employees. Due to the changes in the Procurement 
Code a new Institutional Directive, Purchasing Manual, and 
Purchasing Proc edures handouts are being revised concurrently and 
will be sent to you upon completion. 
B. Unauthorized Procurements 
We noted nine procurements which were not approved by the 
Purchasing Department prior to the services beginning. They are 
as follows: 
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PO Date Number PO# Amount Service Dates 
1) 12/14/92 059109 P012224 $5,380.15 October 28 - 30, 1992 
2) 12/06/93 068131 P016264 1,500.00 October 6-November 16, 199 3 
3) 12/06/93 068131 P016265 486.80 October 4-November 10, 199 3 
4) 10/07/92 057313 P011844 9,400.00 September 14-15, 1992 
5) 11/09/92 058377 P012011 1,100.00 September 9- 28, 1992 
6 ) 09/03/92 056395 A011534 1,300.00 August 5 - 21, 1992 
7 ) 08/20/92 056031 P011438 2,200.00 June 8 - July 31, 1992 
8) 08/09/93 064773 P015271 3,600.00 July 5 - 16, 1993 
9 ) 08/25/93 065033 P015442 3,600.00 July 26-August 6, 1993 
Items 1 through 7 were continuing education c lasses whic h 
were not authorized until after the classes had already been 
held. Items 8 and 9 were classes held by a university under the 
Tech Prep Grant. The contracts were not signed by a uthor i zed 
persons. 
Regulation 19-445 . 2015 defines an unauthorized procurement 
as " ... an act obligating the State in a cont r a c t by a riy per s on 
without the requisite authority to do so by appointment or 
delegation ... " Additionally, the College ' s Internal Procureme nt 
Procedures Manual states, "The Office of Business Affairs has the 
I financial responsibility for obligating school funds fo r any 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
supplies, services and equipment t o be procured for th is 
institution." 
Since all these services were rendered prior to Purchasing ' s 
involvement, they were unauthorized. 
Accordingly, we recommend that the College seek ratificat ion 
for these procurements from the College president. We a l s o 
recommend that the College consider instituting a direct 
expenditure voucher procedure for those items exempt from th e 
13 
Code to avoid this situation in the future. 
Additionally, on items 8 and 9 and purchase order 11512 for 
a cooperative learning course, the procurement officer believed 
these classes were exempt because they were taught by another 
institute of higher education. However, based on our review of 
the contract, the classes are not exempt under Section 11-35-710. 
We recommend that the College procure these items in compliance 
with the Code. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
The ten procurements that were noted in this audit report have 
been addressed to the individuals involved and ratifications have 
been requested from the College President. Those ratifications 
are included as an attachment to this report. However, item 
number 10 (P0#11512) should not have been included in the audit 
report because the documentation was found that proved the 
contract was signed by the Procurement Officer prior to the 
cooperative learning course being conducted. Copies of this 
documentation are included as part of this document. 
We appreciate any help you could provide on the implementation of 
a direct expenditure voucher for those items that are exempt from 
the Code. We are not certain what you are referring to in the 
report. We would like clarification of that procedure, if 
possible. 
c. Unauthorized Printing Contract 
The College paid for the printing and mailing of its 
quarterly schedule on check numbers 62376 and 68280 for $9,818.85 
and $11,002.82 respectively. The purchase order referenced was 
P012968 for $29,292.66. According to this purchase order, it was 
the second extension of Bid Number 000121. The original purchase 
order was issued July, 1990 for $5,984.27. Mailing was not 
included. No evidence of any other competition was provided by 
14 
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the College. Based on this information, the College has exceeded 
its procurement authority of $10,000.00. 
Regulation 19-445.2015 defines an unauthorized procurement 
as " ... an act obligating the State in a contract by any person · 
without the requisite authority to do so by appointment or 
delegation ... " Since the College has exceeded the authority 
delegated through certification, the contract is unauthorized. 
Accordingly, we recommend that the College request 
ratification for the original purchase and extensions from the 
Director of the Office of General Services. We also recommend 
that the College submit the next contract to the Materials 
Management Office for bidding. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
We concur with your finding of the printing and mailing o f the 
quarterly schedules and have requested ratification from the 
Chief Procurement Officer at the Materials Management Office. 
There was contact with the State Printing Officer that led the 
procurement office and college communications to believe that the 
original contract could be renewed as long as there were no 
changes. The ratification request letter included as an 
attachment explains the circumstances of this particular 
procurement and the difficulties that led to extensions of the 
original bid. However, the statement that we exceeded our 
authority on this particular purchase order are incorrect and 
that part of the citing should be removed. The original purchase 
order amount on P0#12968 was $9,367.68 and because the printing 
company was invoicing us for postage they were paying (which is 
an exempt i tern) we had to encumber this amount on the same 
purchase order for the payment of the vouchers through the 
computer system. 
The solicitation of the printing and mailing of regular 
curriculum schedules for fiscal year 1994/95 was perfo rmed in 
December, 1993 under our past procurement authorization with the 
same vendor being the most responsive and respons ib l e ve ndor , 
therefore, again receiving the award. However, the bid for the 
next contract will be submitted as requested to the Materials 
Management Office. 
15 
D. Blanket Purchase Agreements 
We reviewed the blanket purchase agreements and a sample of 
releases for a one month period in addition to the releases 
selected in our sample. During this review, we noted that people 
who were not listed on the purchase orders were signing for goods 
received. The agreement which accompanies the purchase orders 
states, "Vendors may allow only the individuals indicated on the 
purchase order to pick up or receive merchandise ordered on open 
purchase orders . " Accordingly, we recommend that the College 
either desist in paying for items not properly authorized or 
revise the order to include these individuals. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
We concur with the findings on the blanket purchase orders. We 
have informed all users of this type o f purchase order of the 
requirements. We are including all possible individuals 
authorized to pick up items against these on the listing o f 
approved signatures on each actual purchase order. We have als o 
revised the sheet of vendor responsibilities and PTC 
responsibilities that is sent out with every blanket (open) 
purchase order. The stipulations on these are quite apparent and 
all persons involved are aware of the limitations at this point . 
This should prove not to be a problem in any future use of the 
blanket purchase agreements. 
E. Insufficient Competition 
After soliciting written quotations, the College procured z-
mailers and continuous feed postcards for $2,684.85 on purchas e 
order 12228 . However, at that time, Section 11-35-1520 of the 
Code required that procurements greater than $2,500.00 be awarded 
by competitive seale~ bids. Accordingly, we recommend that the 
College make future purchases in accordance with the Code. 
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COLLEGE RESPONSE 
This was one of those cases where the solicitation was not 
expected to exceed the $2,500 limit. Therefore, when written 
quotes were received for the solicitation exceeding that amount, 
because of time restrictions on the mailing of the two types of 
items, we did not have sufficient time to prepare and perform the 
sealed bid process. Student Services personnel and MIS personnel 
were adamant about having these going out on the schedule date of 
January 5th, upon return from the Christmas break. Since the bid 
opening date was December lOth and the school closing date for 
the holidays was December 16th, there was no way to resubmit 
requests for bids on this solicitation. The sealed bid process 
was impractical at this point. However, the college will make 
future purchases within the provisions of the code. 
II. Compliance-Sole Source and Emergency Procurements 
We reviewed all sole source and emergency procurements with 
all available supporting documentation for October 1, 1990, 
through September 30, 1993. We found these procurements to be in 
compliance with the Code and regulations with the following 
exceptions. 
A. Unauthorized Sole Source Procurements 
We noted eight sole sources which were approved by an 
authorized official after services had already started: 
Sole Source 
Signature 
Date PO Date PO# Amount Service Dates 
08/15/91 08/15/91 P008023 $ 630.00 July 1, 1991 to 
June 30, 1992 
08/14/91 08/14/91 P007810 1,720.80 July 1, 1991 to 
June 30, 1992 
09/10/91 09/10/91 P008243 532.00 July 1, 1991 to 
June 30,1992 
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08/25/92 08/25/92 F000004-C0.1 581.50 July 1,1992 to 
June 30, 1993 
09/02/93 09/03/93 S015565 2,516.85 July 1, 1993 to 
June 30, 1994 
09/02/93 09/03/93 P015566 2,036.56 July 1, 1993 to 
June 30, 1994 
09/13/93 09/14/93 P015662 692.21 July 1, 1993 to 
June 30, 1994 
05/04/93 05/27/93 P013317 1,121.75 May 4, 1993 
Items 1 through 7 are recurring maintenance services. Item 
8 was for an instructor and the sole source was signed the day 
the class began. By that time, the instructor was already under 
contract. 
Section 11-35-1560 of the Code addresses sole s our c e 
procurements and states, " . . . the chief procurement officer, the 
head of a purchasing agency, or a designee of either offic e r , 
above the level of the procurement officer, determines in writing 
that there is only one sourc e for the required supply, service or 
construction item. " Since the Code is specific about who has the 
authority to declare a sole source, the authorization mus t 
precede the services being rendered. 
Therefore, we recommend that the College request ratificatio n 
for these items from the president. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
The eight sole sources that were cited in the report have been 
ratified by the president of the college and the Request for 
Ratification is attached for your review. Most of these were for 
maintenance contracts that began with renewals on July 1 of each 
fiscal year. During the end of year closeout, the procurement 
officer could not process any orders through the computer system 
and had delayed the ac tual processing of these purchase orders 
until the computer system was operational for the new fis ca l 
year. These sole sources were signed immediately prior t o 
processing in the computer and the procurement office realize s 
these should have been prepared and ready for processing as o f 
July 1 with the sole sources prepared and signed upon the 
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beginning of the contract. This procedure is now routine and 
every sole source will be processed and signed by the president 
prior to the start of the contract and issuance of the purchas e 
order. 
B. Sole Source Consultants 
The College procured two consultant services as sole 
sources. They were procured on P009583 for $7,640.00 and P013317 
for $1,121.75. The consultant on P009583 was hired to perform an 
evaluation on a grant program. However, a memo in the file 
indicated that five other consultants were contacted. The 
consultant hired on P013317 was justified as being required by 
the grant agreement, but the College did not provide the gr ant 
where this was required . The College produced a memorandum tha t 
indicated that other people were contacted. 
Section 11-35-1560 of the Code requires that a procureme nt 
under this section must be unique and only available from a 
single source. 
Since these consultants are not unique in nature, we 
recommend that the College seek competition on these procurements 
in the future. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
The two consultant services procurements cited have been 
researched through the Tech Prep Grant and we believe these were 
indeed sole sources. The grant document listed Charles Law a s 
the approved Tech Prep Consultant and required t he additional 
services of another consultant in the development o f criteria t o 
teach team building to the educators involved in the Tech Prep 
curriculum development. Both consultants apparently were the 
only ones who could perform the services required of the grant 
especially as pertaining to the needs o f the Carolina 's 
educators. The grant documentation is enclosed for your review. 
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This specific grant procurement did not lend itself to the area 
of competition as required by the code because we do believe 
these consultants were "unique and the single source" for their 
knowledge in development of the Tech Prep curriculum. 
c. Sole Source Amendments 
During our review of sole source procurements, we noted 
that an inordinate amount of unnecessary sole sources were done. 
As result of our review, the College removed the following from 
their reports. 
1. Eleven copier leases assumed from other state agencies. 
2. Eight day care services paid through grant funds. 
3. Six subscription services. 
4. Two software renewal licenses. 
S. One travel payment. 
These amendments totaled $60,873.00 which represents twenty-five 
percent of total sole source procurements audited. We recommend 
that the College review the sole source definition and exercise 
caution when preparing the reports. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
The inordinate amount of sole source procurements noted in the 
audit resulted from a statement made at one of our SCAGPO 
training sessions where the words were used: "If in doubt - and 
no competition can be found- report it." This was referring to 
a question raised by a colleague on reporting of questionable 
sole source such as day care and non-routine procurements. This 
was the information obtained and it caused the sole source 
reports to be overstated because there was not a clear 
understanding of "exemptions" that were not specifically listed 
on the Exemption Listing. We have amended every one of the sole 
source reports that were in error and copies have been provided 
for your review. The college will refrain from reporting any 
unnecessary items in the future. We now have a clear 
understanding of what is a true sole source and what may be an 
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exemption. Should this situation arise again, we will contact 
the Materials Management Office and request your assistance i n 
this determination. 
III. Compliance-Construction and Related Services 
The College contracted with an engineering firm to perform 
soil analysis on purchase order P015579 for $1,500.00. State 
Engineer's Office approval was not obtained. 
Section 11-35-3220 ( 9) and 11-35-3230 ( 3) of the Code 
requires that the State Engineer's Office approve architect and 
engineer contracts. As a result, they are the sole authority . 
Accordingly, we recommend that the College request 
ratification from tfie Materials Management Officer in accordance 
with Regulation 19-445.2015 and exercise caution t o ensure tha t 
all contracts are properly approved in the future. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
The college concurs that the State Engineer's Office should have 
approved the contracting with a n engineering firm to perform a 
soil analysis per Section 11-35-3220(9) and 11-35-3230(3) of t he 
Code. Ratification has been requested from the Materia ls 
Management Officer. The college will refrain from entering t o 
such contracts in the future without prior approval of the State 
Engineer ' s Office as relating to Regulation 19-445.2015. 
IV. Compliance-General 
A. Overpayments 
The College paid for graduation attire on check number 
058936 for $5,088.21. The invoices included a charge for tass e l s 
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for $826.88 ($787.50 plus sales tax) . However, the tassels were 
not included in the purchase order (P011130) or in the origina l 
solicitation ( PTC000253). On check number 058282, the College 
paid for hardware supplies . One of the items included was quoted 
at and listed on P011305 at $456.00. However, the vendor billed 
at a higher price. As a result, the College overpaid by $102.90 
($98.00 plus tax). Finally, on check number 066095, the College 
was billed and paid a six percent sales tax. The difference 
between the six percent sales tax that was charged and the five 
percent that should have been charged was $340.00. 
We recommend that any discrepancies between payment and 
invoice be documented and resolved prior to payment. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
The college concurs that it paid for extra tassels as indic ated 
on check number 058936 in the amount of $826.88. These tassels 
were not on the original purchase order because they were not 
requisitioned as a part of the graduation attire requirements. 
The registrar requested these dated tassels be provided for 
honors students who were graduating and did not realize it was 
not included on the original purchase order. The procurement 
officer had been told that the students paid for these at 
graduation, but she could not find the e v idence that thi s 
actually occurred. In requesting of the accounting office proof 
that a deposit had been made for these tassels, those files had 
been put into a storage facility and could not be retrieved . 
At the time this transaction took place the accounts payable 
clerk did not request approval of the invoice from purchasing 
because it did not appear to exceed the original purchase order 
amount due to returned graduation units for which we received 
credit. It is now the policy that any items appearing o n 
invoices that were not on the original invoices must come t o 
purchasing for approval prior to any payment being made. Since 
we are now on the Purchasing Plus System, the possibility of t hi s 
happening again is remote due to the three way matc h i ng 
requirements of all items listed on a purchase order. 
In response to the other two overpayments mentioned in the audi t 
report, we are working very closely with the accounts payab l e 
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office and in fact, are cross-training between the two 
departments so that the opportunity for these overpayments t u 
occur is lessened. Future invoice and purchase o r d e r 
discrepancies will be documented and resolved prior to any 
payment being made in order to eliminate any overpayments. 
B. Internal Procurement Procedures Manual 
The College ' s Internal Procedures Manual has not been 
revised in several years. Due to piecemeal updates, the manual 
has become jumbled. Additionally, the Governmental 
Accountability and Reform Act instituted many changes in the 
Consolidated Procurement Code effectiv e July 1, 1993 and t he 
Internal Procurement Procedures Manual has not been updated t o 
reflect these changes. Therefore, we recommend that the Manual 
be revised and updated t o accurately reflect the current Code and 
College operations. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
The procurement office is in the process of revising the Interna l 
Procedures Manual, as well as the Institutio nal Directive o n 
Internal Requisitions. Upon completion of this manual a nd 
directive, a copy of each will be forwarded to you for your 
review to make certain that all procurement procedures and 
activities have been addressed. This effort should be completed 
by the beginning of the fiscal year, 1994/95. 
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CONCLUSION 
We are quite concerned about the College's bidding 
practices. In fact, we took exception with different bidding 
practices in our last two audit reports. This inability to 
process invitations for bids in accordance with the South 
Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code and sound procurement 
practices indicates that recertification for sealed bidding is 
not warranted. 
The College must make improvements in its procureme nt 
practices and procedures. If so, we might consider recommending 
recertification for informal request for quotations. 
COLLEGE RESPONSE 
The procurement office and the college are working diligently ~o 
educate the requisitioners in acceptable methods of requesting 
goods and services, consultants and information technology 
requirements. The procurement office is providing instruction on 
all related activities that must be approved through the 
procurement channels prior to any action on anything that results 
in an expenditure to the college. 
It is the intent of the college to adhere strictly to the 
Procurement Code and to make this code a vailable to anyone foL· 
review should a concern arise. We will continue to work with all 
requisitioners within the provisions of the code and will request 
that the requisitioners work more closely with the procurement 
office in developing clear requirements and planning for their 
procurements well in advance of the need to that correct bidding 
procedures may be used. 
With the changes to the Procurement Code in 1993, procurement 
regulations will be easier for the college to adhere to an d 
follow in all procurements and it offers solutions to some of the 
previous arduous tasks that were a part of the purchasing 
activities. This is a positive change and will be reflected in 
any future audits. 
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The college will update and revise its policies and procedures 
relating to informal requests for quotations and will submit all 
formal requests for quotations to the Materials Management Office 
as referenced in the exit conference. 
Melissa Rae Thurstin 
Compliance Analyst 
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STATE OF SO~TH CAROLINA 
~tate illluoget antr ((Control 7!ihtaro 
CARROLL A. CAMPBEll., IR., CHAIRMAN 
GOVERNOR 
ORADY L PAlTERSON, JR. 
STATE nEASURER 
EARLE E.. MORRIS, JR. 
COMPTROU£R GENERAL 
August 6, 1994 
William E. Gunn 
DIVISION 0~ GE~ERAL SERVICES 
~ _, 'a: --""' ~. ... .. ~, .J' ~ ~~ -::c'C.' l • • ,~.~~'- r,.l .;j /.1\. ~-'-' · · r , 0 A)[ 
1201 MAIN ~EET, SUI11l 420 
COLUMBIA, SO CAROLINA 29201 
(803) 37-3880 
HELEN T1 ZEIGLER 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
Materials Management Officer 
Office of General Services 
1201 Main Street, Suite 600 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Dear Eddie: 
JOHN DRUMMOND 
CHAIRMAN, SENATE FINANCE COMMlTillE 
WILLIAM D. BOAN 
CHAIRMAN, WAYS AND MEANS COMMI1TEE 
Ltm-IER F. CARTER 
EXECliTIVE DIRECTOR 
We have reviewed the college's responses and subsequent action 
concerning our attached repor~. Based on this review, w~ 
recommend that the Board not rfcertify the college to previous 
levels. Since we are not recommending any additional 
certification above the basic $S,OOO allowed by law, we recommend 
that this report be presented to the Board as information. 
Sincerely, 
~~~ G,-.=_,~~ 
Larry Gl Sorrell, Mdnager 
Audit and Certification 
Total Copies Printed - 33 
Unit Cost- .74 
Total Cost - 24.42 
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